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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study was to compare two 
approaches to teaching l o w - a chieving students at the 
University of Southwestern Louisiana. Specifically, 
the goal was to determine whether or not significant 
differences wit h respect to academic success and 
attrition occur among students receiving remedial 
assistance. In addition, an att empt was mad e to 
determine w hether signi ficant dif f e r e n c e s  with respect 
to academic success occur among students receiving 
regular remedial assistance (Remedial English and 
Remedial Mathematics), students r e ceiving a special 
"Core" pr ogram (Remedial English, Remedial Mathematics, 
Remedial Reading, Remedial Speech), and students r e c e i v ­
ing no remedial assistance after one, two, three, and 
four semesters in college.
The remedial students who enrolled in the Fall 
of 1974 were divided into two groups, A and B. Group 
A consisted of 45 students who were e nrolled in M a t h e ­
matics 90, English 90, Reading 90, and Spee ch 90 on 
the basis of Am e r i c a n  College Test scores. Group B 
c onsisted of 50 students who were required to enroll in 
only English 90 and M a t h e m a t i c s  90 on the basis of 
A m e r i c a n  Co llege Test scores. Group C consisted of 50
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students who received no remedial treatment and who
were enrolled in Co llege A lgebra 101 and English 101 on 
the basis of A m e r i c a n  College Test scores. Thus, the 
students studied consisted of three distinct and 
s t a t i s tically ide n t i f i a b l e  groups.
To fur ther acc o m p l i s h  the p urpose of this study, 
grades earned by all three groups wer e compared. The 
data were a n alyzed by jt test and covariance, with 
retention rate also being subjected to an analysis of 
variance. The .05 level of s i g n i ficance was established 
for testing the null hypot hesis.
The following conclusions were drawn on the basis 
of the findings of this study:
1. The e x p e c t a t i o n  for a c ademic success in r e ­
medial courses is gre ater at the U n i v e r s i t y  of 
S o u t h w e s t e r n  L o u i s i a n a  for students in the structured 
remedial p r o g r a m  (Group A) than for students in
the n o n - s t r u c t u r e d  r emedial p r o g r a m  (Group B ) .
2. The e x p e c t a t i o n  for a c ademic suc cess after 
one and two semesters is greater for students in 
the s t r u c t u r e d  remedial p r o g r a m  than for students 
in the n o n - s t r u c t u r e d  remedial program.
3. The e x p e c t a t i o n  for academic success for the 
remedial students after three and four semesters
is a p p r o x i m a t e l y  the same. However, the 
r e tention is much higher for the students in the 
structured program.
4. Students in the n o n - r e m e d i a l  p r o g r a m  showed 
superior grade a c h i e v e m e n t  after one, two, three, 
and four s e mesters to that of the students taking 
the rem e d i a l  programs. However, students in the 
s t r uctured r e medial p r o g r a m  followed e s s e ntially
the same re t e n t i o n  p attern as did students in the non- 
remedial program.
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5. Students in the structured remedial 
p rogram tend to show greater achievement than 
students in the non- s t r u c t u r e d  remedial program.
6. Students in the structured remedial 
program tend to have greater retention rate than 
students in the n o n - s t r u c t u r e d  remedial program.
7. A structured remedial program seems to 
be more effective than a n o n - s t r u c t u r e d  remedial 
p r o g r a m .
ix
Chapter 1 
THE PROBLEM
INTRODUCTION
A number of universities are facing the p r o b l e m  
of adm i t t i n g  u n p repared students and havi ng no vital 
educ a t i o n a l  alt e r n a t i v e s  for them. This is often 
done through the open-door admission policy. "Open-door" 
means more than permitting every student wit h a high 
school diploma an opportunity to go to college. It 
also means that the student, regardless of his level 
of achievement, will receive the best edu c a t i o n  p o ssible 
in the college commensurate with his needs, efforts, 
motivation, and abilities (Moore, 1970). In reality, 
however, most u n i v e r s i t i e s  continue to develop the 
traditional programs and curricula which assume certain 
ach ievement, ability, and m o t i v a t i o n  levels.
Ev i d e n c e  from research studies indicate that the 
n umber of high risk students entering our u n i v e r s i t i e s  
is on the increase. There is also evidence to indicate 
that these students will not achieve success wi t h o u t  
special assistance. Such assistance often comes in 
terms of r e medial courses.
The U n i v e r s i t y  of S o u t h western L o u i s i a n a  (USL) 
is no different from any other u n i versity which attracts
2a large number of lo w-achieving students because of an 
open -door admission policy; therefore, like many 
universities, it was forced to develop remedial courses 
in order to attempt to prepare low-achieving students 
for regular college courses.
In 1960 a remedial English course called 
English 90 was developed for those students who 
were not prepared for English 101: C o m p o s i t i o n  and
Rhetoric. Also, because of the large number of students 
who were having difficulty with College Algebra 
(Mathematics 101), a remedial m a t h e m a t i c s  course called 
Mat h e m a t i c s  90 was designed to prepare low-achieving 
students for college level work in this discipline.
Since 1960 the remedial courses in m a t h e m a t i c s  and 
English have undergone constant revision in an attempt 
to prepare the l ow-achieving students for the regular 
m a t h e m a t i c s  and E nglish courses.
In 1974 a "Core" program was designed by the 
author and Dr. Barbara Cicardo based on the needs and 
ba c k grounds of the low-achieving students. It c o n ­
sisted of a block of courses: M a t h e m a t i c s  90, E nglish 90,
Reading 90, and Speech 90. All of these courses carried 
credit but did not apply toward me e t i n g  gra d u a t i o n  
requirements. Remedial students were required to take 
these courses during their first semester at USL.
These students were also allowed to schedule additional
3courses to complete their individual course load.
In addition to the "Core" courses these students received 
tutorial assistance and counseling on a regular basis.
The ob jectives of the core program were:
1. To allow the students to concentrate 
on eliminating their defici encies,
2. To allow a semester for the low- 
achieving students to become a c c l imated 
before enrolling in the regular courses,
3. To provide supportive services in terms of 
counseling and tutoring on a need
basis, and
4. To m a ximize the s t u d e n t s ’ chances for 
success in college.
The purpose of this study was to e v aluate the 
effectiveness of the remed ial a s s i stance offered to 
low-achieving students at USL. To further develop 
the study, a c o m parison was made of the students 
who p a r t i cipated in the "Core" project and the students 
who scheduled regular M a t h e m a t i c s  90 and En g l i s h  90.
4STATEMENT OF THE P ROBLEM
The problems of this study were:
1. To dete rmine if there were any significant 
differences with respect to grade ach i e v e m e n t  in m a t h e ­
matics and English, semester grade point averages, and 
retention rate for low-achieving college students 
(selection was based on A m erican Col lege Test scores) 
among three groups:
a. Group A students took a one semester 
"Core Program" con s i s t i n g  of English 
90, Mathematics 90, Reading 90, and 
Speech 90; and they re c e i v e d  counseling 
and tutoring.
b. Group B students took M a t h e m a t i c s  90 
and English 90 for one semester.
c. Group C students took M a t h e m a t i c s  101 
and English 101. They r e ceived no 
remed ial h e l p .
2. To determine if there were any significant 
differences with respect to grade a c h i e v e m e n t  in m a t h e ­
matics and English, semester and c u m u l a t i v e  grade point 
averages, and r e tention rate after two, three, and four 
semesters be t w e e n  Groups A and B.
53. To determine if there were any signi ficant
differences in semester and cumulative grade point
averages and rete ntion rate after one, two, three, and
four semesters among Groups A, B, and C (students who
received no remedial courses and who took M a t h e m a t i c s  
101 and English 101).
P R O CEDURES
The p r o c edures used in this study were as
f o l l o w s :
1. A t_ test at the .05 level of confidence 
was used in an attempt to determine w h e t h e r  there 
were any significant d i f f erences with respect to grade 
achievement in M a t h e m a t i c s  90 and E nglish 90 courses 
between students in Group A and students in Group B.
2. A _t test was used at the .05 level of 
confidence in an attempt to det e r m i n e  w h e t h e r  there 
were any significant dif f e r e n c e s  with respect to grade 
achievement in M a t h e m a t i c s  101 and English 101 between 
students in Group A and students in Group B.
3. A _t test was used at the .05 level of 
confidence in an attempt to determine whe t h e r  there 
were any significant d i f f erences with respect to 
semester and cumulative grade point averages after one, 
two, three, and four semesters in college b etween 
students in Group A and stude nts in Group B.
4. An analysis of covariance was used in
an attempt to determine whe ther there were any s i g n i f ­
icant differences with respect to s cm e s t e r and c u m u - 
lative grade point averages after one, two, three, and 
four semesters in college among students in Groups A,
B , and C .
5. A per c e n t a g e  analysis was used to compare 
the retention rate in college after one, two, three, and 
four semesters among students in Groups A, B, and C.
D E F I N I T I O N  OF TERMS
Core P r o g r a m  means a semester of remed ial 
work consisting of English 90, M a t h e m a t i c s  90, Reading 
90, and Speech 90, with counseling and tutoring on 
a need b a s i s .
Remedial treatment means the remedial 
instruction of fered at the U n i v e r s i t y  of S o u t h w e s t e r n 
Louisiana for those students entering col lege and 
considered unable to complete s u c c e s s f u l l y  a freshman 
m a t h e m a t i c s  or English course b ecause of limited high 
school bac k g r o u n d  (selection was based on ACT scores in 
m at h e m a t i c s  and/or English).
Student r e tention rate means the 
p ercentage of students who are still enrolled in 
college at the end of a specified period of time.
7Student suc cess means that a student has 
achieved a grade of D or better upon completion of 
the course(s) involved.
D E L I M I T A T I O N  OF THE STUDY
This study was limited to specific groups 
of students at the U n i v e r s i t y  of Sou t h w e s t e r n  L o uisiana 
identified on the basis of the following criteria:
1. Group A, those who took a "Core P r o g r a m " —
M a t h e m a t i c s  90, E nglish 90, Speech 90, and Reading 90 —  
in the Fall Sem e s t e r  of 1974; and
2. Group B, those who were required to take a 
remedial m a t h e m a t i c s  (90) course and a remedial English  
(90) course, on the basis of their Ame r i c a n  College 
Test scores in m a t h e m a t i c s  and English; and
3. Group C, those who scheduled M a t h e m a t i c s  101
and English 101 because their ACT scores indicated 
regular college level courses.
The " r e m e d i a l  treatment" offered two 
a l t e r n a t i v e s :
1. Taking one course in M a t h e m a t i c s  90 
and one course in E nglish 90 prior to enrolling in 
the regular college M a t h e m a t i c s  101 and the regular 
college E n g l i s h  101 courses, and
2. Tak i n g  a "Core P r o g r a m " — one semester
of M a t h e m a t i c s  90, Eng l i s h  90, Speech 90, and Reading 
90 prior to taking M a t h e m a t i c s  101 and English 101.
Students who were enrolled for the first time 
at the U n i v e r s i t y  of Southwestern Louisiana in the Fall 
Semester of 1974 were included in this study. Three 
groups of students were studied for four semesters 
(Fall 1974 through Spring 1976). Group A consisted of 
45 remedial students who enrolled in the "Core Program" 
Group B c o n sisted of 50 remedial students selected at 
random who scheduled Math e m a t i c s  90 and Eng lish 90, 
and Group C c o n sisted of 50 students selected at random 
who received no remedial treatment and who scheduled 
M a t h e m a t i c s  101 and Eng lish 101 courses.
I M P ORTANCE OF THE STUDY 
National, regional, and state surveys have been 
made in recent years to ascertain the types of programs 
the number of students enrolled in them, and the 
nature of the services provided for n o n - t r a d i t i o n a l  
students; however, the scarcity of research directed 
toward eva l u a t i n g  remedial programs indicates the need 
for this study.
Surveys taken at USL show that, although the 
number of students enrolled in remedial English and 
remedial m a t h e m a t i c s  has increased stead ily since 1960, 
no one has taken to date the in itiative to evaluate 
these remedial programs.
9Bednar and Wei n b e r g  (1970) found programs 
which impro ved student academic performance to be 
c h a r a c terized as:
1) structured rather than un structured, 2) lengthy 
rather than brief, 3) organized with individu a l i z e d  
and/or group counseling aimed at the dynamics of 
under achievement in conjunction with an academic studies 
program, 4) oriented toward high levels of empathy, 
war m t h  and gen uineness, and 5) a p p r opriate to the needs 
of the students.
St r uctured academic programs were found most 
effective for dependent students, wh i l e  independent 
students f u n ctioned best in less s t r uctured atmospheres.  
The author suggests that
"an academic studies pr o g r a m  alone 
is ineffective but, when used as an adjunct 
to either group or individual counseling, it is 
a s s o c i a t e d  with improved Grade Point A v e rages"  
(Bednar and Weinberg, 1970, 6).
Other reports (Brown, 1960, and Farq uhar, 1960) 
support some of the findings above and further indicate 
that inte l l e c t u a l  m e a s u r e m e n t s  alone wil l not permit  
successful p r e d i c t i o n  of academic performance. From 
the above studies, it is quite obvious that add i t i o n a l  
studies are needed.
Whenever remedial assistance is off ered to low- 
ac h ieving students, it must be effective or it must be 
eli m i n a t e d  (Rummel, 1976). The only way to determine
10
whether a remedial p rogram or a remedial course is 
a ccomplishing the established objectives is through 
evaluation. R e medial programs are e x pensive and often 
f rustrating to both faculty and students.
Remedial programs often go wit h o u t  e v a l u a t i o n  
because of the fear of the outcome. If remedial 
courses or programs are found to be ineffective, then 
one of two options should be exercised: 1) make
nec e s s a r y  changes and m o d i f i c a t i o n s  followed by constant 
evaluation, or 2) eliminate the i n e f f e c t i v e  courses 
or programs (Roueche and Kirk, 1974).
An extensive study of r emedial p rograms designed 
by Roueche and Kirk (1974) concluded that colleges can 
design and implement successful pr o g r a m s  for non- 
traditional, h i g h - r i s k  students. The aut hors also 
concluded that other programs are en h a n c e d  and enriched 
as a result of successful d e v e l o p m e n t a l  programs.
Because enrollments in higher e d u c a t i o n  are 
leveling off or declining, p r obably some colleges wil l 
be admitting students they refused to consider only a 
few years ago. In order to provide a p p r o p r i a t e  e d u c ational 
programs to meet the needs of these students, remedial 
courses and p r ograms must be designed.
The importance of this study rests upon its 
eva l u a t i o n  of the remedial wo r k  offered in m a t h e matics,
English, speech, and reading at the U n i v e r s i t y  of 
Southwestern Loui siana for the purpose of improving  
effectiveness of those programs.
Chapter 2 
REV I E W  OF THE RELATED LITERATURE
Many colleges and u n i v e rsities have not been 
p a r t icularly c o n cerned with a s s istance provided to low 
achievers until the late 1960's. There has been some 
remedial a s s istance off ered in public u n i v e rsities in some 
basic courses such as English and mathematics, but most 
inn ovative programs esp e c i a l l y  designed for hig h - r i s k  
students have bee n i n c o r p o r a t e d  into existing curricula  
only since the late 1960's. Bet ween 1967-1975 many 
colleges and u n i v e r s i t i e s  started offering specially 
designed programs for the low - a c h i e v i n g  students in 
junior and c o m munity college systems.
Rem e d i a l  p r ograms often go without e v a l u a t i o n  b e ­
cause of the fear of the outcome (Roueche and Kirk, 1974).
If remedial courses or programs are found to be ineffective, 
then one of two options are indicated: 1) make n e c essary
changes and m o d i f i c a t i o n s  followed by constant evaluation, 
or 2) eliminate the i n e f fective course or programs.
The ev i d e n c e  indi cates (Roueche, 1968) that the 
number of h i g h - r i s k  students e ntering our uni v e r s i t i e s  is 
on the increase. There is also evidence to indicate that 
these students will not ach ieve success without
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special assistance. This assistance often comes in 
terms of remedial courses or remedial programs.
Na t i o n a l  surveys show that Ame r i c a n  Col lege 
Test (ACT) scores have steadily declined during the 
last ten years (King, 1976). Yet, there are no 
hard data to ex p l a i n  this decline. Several local, 
state, and n a t i o n a l  groups are res e a r c h i n g  this p h e ­
nomenon. The ACT scores do not m easure a stud ent's 
intelligence or his ability to learn. However, they are 
reliable p r e d i c t o r s  of success in college. The scores 
are used as a guide in d e t e rmining need and p l acement 
of students in rem e d i a l  courses (Elliott, 1977).
In a study at Kansas State University,
Foster and Dan s k i n  (1965) found that the A m e r i c a n  
College Test scores eff e c t i v e l y  p r edicted academic 
perf o r m a n c e  of first semester freshmen during 1961 
and 1962. When high school rank was combined with  
A m e r i c a n  College Test scores, the pred i c t i o n s  were 
g e n erally more accurate than were those based on 
A m e r i c a n  College Test scores alone. They also c o ncluded 
that results for w o m e n  were more p r e d i c t a b l e  than those 
for men. S imilar studies wer e conducted by Borup (1971) 
and M u n d a y  (1968) wi t h  similar results.
A c c o r d i n g  to Bas sone (1966) and As t i n  (1971), 
colleges can no longer afford simply to be custodians
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of students in an educa tional system based solely on 
expedience; i.e., counting bodies for the sake of 
obtaining a gre ater budget. Programs should be 
developed for these students.
After an extensive study, Gordon and W i l k e r s o n  
(1966) stated that the somewhat dreary p attern of 
remedial courses has plagued many generations of low- 
a chieving students with but little benefit. Ludwig 
and Gold (1969) reveal that only 37 percent of remedial 
students at Los Ang eles City College achie ved a grade 
average of "C" or above for the first semester in 
regular courses. Only 34 percent ever completed two 
years of study in college.
In a study of d evelopmental students who 
m a t r i c u l a t e d  over a three-year period at Harrisburg, 
Pennsylvania, Area Community College, Snyder and 
Blocker (1970) learned that between 33 and 40 percent 
of the students did not return for a second year's 
work. Less than one-fourth of the students a c hieved 
at least a "C" average for the cumulative peri od of 
attendance, and only 27 percent earned the a s sociate 
d e g r e e .
In a c o m p r ehensive review by K e n d r i c k  and 
Thomas (1970), it was observed that research on the 
e x t e n s i v e n e s s  and e ffectiveness of c o m p ensatory
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programs and p r a ctices has been limited in quantity 
and scope. Yet, even with the pau city of evaluative 
studies, it is safe to note that evidence points to 
the conclusion that the existing c o m p e n s a t o r y  programs 
and prac tices have made little impact in era d i c a t i n g  
the problems of d i s a d vantaged college students, nor 
have the maj o r i t y  of colleges accepted this area as 
their role.
The basic assumption inherent in est a b l i s h i n g  
remedial courses is that the students' chances for 
academic success in college are greatly enh a n c e d  by 
having such programs available for low achievers.
Yet, as Schenz (1963), Berg and Axtel (1968), Bassone 
(1966), Moore (1970), Roueche (1968), G o r d o n  and 
Jablonslcy (1967), Blocker and others (1965) point out, 
little hard evidence exists to support the c o n tention 
that these p r ograms do indeed help the students 
remove or remedy their deficiencies.
Af ter a thorough review of literature,
Rou eche and Kirk (1974) found few r e search 
studies con t a i n i n g  hard data per t a i n i n g  to the 
persistence, academic achievement, or attitude 
development of students in remedial programs. In 
short, too few studies have been conducted.
Since the p u b l i c a t i o n  of the first nat i o n a l  
study of the eff e c t i v e n e s s  of r e medial edu c a t i o n
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programs in community junior colleges (Roueche, 1968), 
notable changes have occur red in two-year remedial 
programs (Roueche and Kirk, 1974). These changes include 
assigning the e x p e rienced faculty members to teach 
these n o n - t r a d i t i o n a l  students, developing i n d i v i dualized 
instructional m a t e r i a l s  and strategies to a c c o mmodate the 
students better, n o n - p u n i t i v e  grading, tutors, and peer 
counseling. These changes are im pressive and obvi ously 
wer e made in efforts to improve pr o g r a m  effectiveness.
Af ter two ye ars of research, Roueche and Kirk 
(1974) found through eva l u a t i o n  of several community 
college remedial p r ograms that the new programs are 
highly successful. They showed that open-door 
colleges not only can, but in a few cases actually 
are bringing "new" students into the m a i n s t r e a m  of 
h igher education. A l o n g i tudinal study carried out 
at the U n i v e r s i t y  of G eorgia (Harris, 1970) suggests 
that students who we r e  ma k i n g  D ’s or F's might, in 
actuality, have been learning as much or more than 
students who were mak i n g  higher grades. Rossman, 
and others (1975) found that one major concern in the 
impl e m e n t a t i o n  of o p e n - a d m i s s i o n  was the need to 
develop me t h o d s  to assist u n d e r p r e p a r e d  students when 
they first enc o u n t e r  c o l l e g e - l e v e l  courses.
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One d e v e l o p m e n t a l  study by Roueche and Kirk 
(1974) included four junior colleges located in New 
Jersey, Texas, and North Carolina. These four schools 
had innovative p r ograms for the disadvantaged. Roueche 
and Kirk designed their study to answer four basic 
questions: (1) To what extent did students in remedial
programs persist in the community college? (2) At what 
level did students in remedial programs p erform a c a d e m ­
ically? (3) Was a c ademic p e r f ormance of students in 
remedial p r ograms superior to that of co mparable students 
in non - r e m e d i a l  programs? and (4) Were students in 
remedial pro g r a m s  m o r e  persistent, as mea s u r e d  by c o m pletion 
of full-time enr o l l m e n t  in su bsequent semesters, than 
comparable students e n rolled in n o n - r e m e d i a l  programs?
The one finding that stands out was that while some 
progress was noted relative to low-ability students 
in the remedial programs, there was marked reduction 
in achievement levels of these students once they began 
doing regular col lege level work. All four of the 
colleges used in this study reported that many students 
could not a c c o m p l i s h  the reg ular college work even 
after e x p e r i e n c i n g  several semesters of remediation.
It is w o r t h  noting that the objectives of 
the remedial pro g r a m s  were e s s e ntially the same in all 
of these schools. Some of the stated objectives were:
(1) to assist the student in developing group relation-
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ships wi t h i n  the college community; (2) to assist 
the student in becoming aware of his community, its 
problems, and resources; (3) to assist the student in 
solving f i nancial problems while he is att e n d i n g  school; 
(4) to increase the student's chances for success in 
academic work; (5) to pro vide a c u r r i c u l u m  w h i c h  is 
different from high school work; (6) to assist the student 
in d e v eloping ba sic c o m m u n ication skills as well as 
p ro b l e m  sol ving skills; and (7) to assist the student in 
dev e l o p i n g  a mo r e  p o sitive and r e alistic self-co ncept.
In their study, Roueche and Kirk concluded 
that many of the objectives wer e a c c o m p l i s h e d  while the 
students were in the remedial program. However, 
trouble arose w h e n  the students were placed in c o m ­
pe t i t i v e  college courses. The res e a r c h e r s  also c o n ­
cluded that e v a l u a t i o n  of remedial p r ograms should be 
a continuous process.
In e x t e n s i v e  research, Bednar and We i n b e r g  
(1970) found p r o g r a m s  wh i c h  improve student academic 
p e r f o r m a n c e  to be c h a r a c terized as highly str u c t u r e d  for 
l o w - a c h i e v i n g  students. The s t r uctured p rograms p rovide 
for constant reinforcement.
In 1976 Cross surveyed all c o m munity colleges 
and found some kind of special services p r o g r a m  for the 
d i s a d v a n t a g e d  in 93 percent of the schools. In a later 
survey by Ro u e c h e  and Snow (1977) of all public high er
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e d ucation it was revealed that 86 per cent of today's 
colleges are p r oviding some special service for the a c a d e m ­
ically disadvantaged. Specifi cally, 95 percent of the 
community colleges and 77 percent of the senior colleges  
are p r oviding a special service such as tutoring, 
counseling, remedial courses, and/or f i nancial aid.
An a s s o rtment of programs have been init iated 
to provide the spe cial services. Often these programs  
are poorly coordinated, added to the r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  of 
existent personnel, funded by federal dollars, and low 
on the i n s t i t u t i o n a l  pri o r i t y  list (Davis and others,
1971). However, they too are on the increase. In 1977 
Roueche and Snow found that the exi s t e n c e  of a "program" 
is not sufficient to assure student p e r f o r m a n c e  or success. 
Programs, like m a r riages, can be for be t t e r  or worse.
Kirk and Snow (1977) found d e v e l o p m e n t a l / r e m e d i a l  
programs to be e s s e n t i a l l y  s u p portive of the i n s t i tution's  
primary obj e c t i v e s  rather than being an end in themselves. 
Furt hermore, they are insufficient by themselves to 
ach ieve this s u p portive function. A l t h o u g h  remedial 
programs have increased, there is very little evidence 
to measure their impact (Roueche, 1968). However, the 
increasing a t t e n t i o n  by the public and by p r o f e s s i o n a l s  
demanding a c c o u n t a b i l i t y  from all schools and colleges 
is on the increase. As a result, e v a l u a t i o n  efforts are 
being designed and implemented. Rou e c h e  and Snow's
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recent study (1977) suggests that the out look for 
evaluation looks promising, even progressive. This is 
due primarily to the fact that remedial programs are 
expensive and often criticized by faculty and students.
A l t h o u g h  the trend speaks strongly that 
eva l u a t i o n  is on the upswing, the evaluative reports 
are often inconsistent b ecause div erse and conflicting 
criteria are being utilized in the judgment of results.
As a result, most e v a l uations have been sharply 
criticized (Roueche and Snow, 1977).
After reviewing some 35 studies spanning a 
40 year period, Sum m e r s k i l l s  (1962) concluded that 
on the average 50 percent of m a t r i c u l a t i n g  college 
students w i t h d r e w  during the normal four-year period. 
Summerskills c o ncluded that a m a j o r i t y  of w i t h d r a w a l s  
from college are directly traceable to academic  
d i f f i c u l t i e s .
In a study of col lege students, Cohig (1963) and 
Chase (1968) found that student w i t h d r a w a l  rate from 
college was much higher for students with poor high 
school p r e p a r a t i o n  or low scholastic aptitude. A c c o r d ­
ing to Mei s t e r  and Trauber (1965), very little systematic 
research has been c o nducted to determine whe t h e r  im ­
proved ret e n t i o n  rates for d i s a d v a n t a g e d  students is a 
result of innovative, compensatory, or other programs.
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Ac c o r d i n g  to Au s t i n  (1964), in a study of 
the dropout rate among freshmen students, college 
students who dro pped out tended to be more irr e s p o n s i b l e 
and dependent than students who remained in college 
and persisted until they obtained their degrees. Bassone 
(1966) and Losak (1969), found students who enrolled in 
remedial courses did not pe r f o r m  any better in college 
than did those who did not take remedial courses.
Losak (1969) co n d u c t e d  a study at a large junior college 
in Florida and he found that remedial English offered to 
low-ability students did not raise their achievement 
in subsequent r egular E nglish courses, nor did it 
produce fewer withdrawals.
In their books on the junior college li terature 
since 1960, Cl ark (1960), Me d s k e r  (1960), and Thornton 
(1966) did not specify the d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  characte r i s t i c s  
of the a c a d e m i c a l l y  u n s u c c e s s f u l  student. It follows 
that they have not s u ggested a cur r i c u l u m  for low 
achievers. There is nothing found in teacher training 
techniques des i g n e d  to teach college ins truetors how to 
teach hig h - r i s k  students.
In a study of the underprepared, d isadvantaged  
students, S c h iavone (1973) points out that further 
research is needed to u n d e r s t a n d  the problems of these 
students. M o d e l s  must be d e v eloped to insure the 
ef f e c tiveness of remediation, and eva l u a t i o n  should be 
built into the total r emedial effort.
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In an attempt to obtain information on remedial 
programs, Egerton (1968) sent out over 190 ques t i o n n a i r e s  
to institutions of higher education. He conc luded that 
less than 11-% percent of the 162 institutions responding 
to his survey were initiating remedial programs of a 
substantial nature. He also observed that the major 
debate often centered on whether institutions of higher  
education should engage in activities for the d i s a d v a n ­
taged rather than on how to proceed with this challenge.
In conclusion, a review of the related l i t e r a ­
ture reveals that there is no clear answer about the 
effects or possible effects of r e m e d i a t i o n  on low- 
a chieving students at the college level. On the 
e ffe c t i v e n e s s  of reme d i a t i o n  efforts in colleges, there 
are many una n s w e r e d  questions and a "lack of research 
in terms of a s sessing academic performance, pers istence, 
and attitudes of h i g h - r i s k  students (Roueche and Kirk, 
1974). There is also evidence from the few studies 
available indicating that remedial courses and programs 
in two-year and four-year colleges have largely been 
ineffective in r e medying student deficie ncies.
Ev a l u a t i o n  of the remedial courses and programs 
is essential. Th r o u g h  evaluation, institutions of 
higher e d u cation will have the much needed data to make 
course or pr o g r a m  changes and m o d i f i c a t i o n s  or to 
e l iminate i n e f fective courses and programs.
Most programs for n o n - t r a d i t i o n a 1 students are recent 
developments; and, hence, little evaluative data exist 
on their effectiveness. Despite the scarcity and apparent 
conflict in existing data, the pre sent trend is to 
admit more low-achieving students into higher education 
and to develop more remedial programs.
Chapter 3
SOURCES OF DATA AND T R E ATMENT OF DATA
In the Fall, 1974, the U n i v e r s i t y  of S o u t h ­
wes tern Louisiana initiated a Core Pr o g r a m  in English, 
mathematics, reading, and speech (plus one outside 
course) for a group of students with low ACT scores. 
The program provided for: (1) int e g r a t i n g  subject
matter and reinforcing learning in l a b o ratory sessions
(2) increasing m o t i v a t i o n  by ind i v i d u a l  attention to 
the problems of the d i s a d v a n t a g e d  learner; and (3) pro 
viding realistic v o c ational counseling for continuing 
students and those who wo uld pursue n o n - a c a d e m i c  
careers. Aside from the fact that these courses 
(English, mathematics, reading, and speech) are basic 
to any curriculum, they are organized by the teachers 
of the core sections to correlate and reinforce 
material and methods of learning; e.g., the reading 
class used the ma t e r i a l  from the English class as 
its basic work task. The pu rpose of this a r r a n g e ­
ment was to remove the reading b arrier and to better  
accomplish the objectives in the E n g l i s h  class.
The students in the Core P r o g r a m  were 
selected at random from entering col lege freshmen
with composite ACT scores ranging from 5 - 15. A c c o r d ­
ing to national reading and verb al skills objectives, 
these represent the largest range of remedial students 
and those most susceptible to academic failure.
Conversely they also represent the greatest challenge and 
p o s s ibility for academic success given the p rogram  
suited to their par t i c u l a r  edu c a t i o n a l  disabilities.
The students in the Core P r o g r a m  were 
divided into two sections. The class size was 23 
and students were then reg i s t e r e d  in English, m a t h ­
ematics, speech, and reading. Prior to the beginning 
of the semester, the teachers selected to p a r t icipate in 
the Core P r o g r a m  met in a series of seminars to submit 
and compare syllabi and to plan integrated activities 
of both method and m a t e r i a l  across the four ma jor courses. 
There were also me e t i n g s  w i t h i n  the d i s c iplines (co­
ordination be t w e e n  the E nglish teachers, etc.) as 
well as a we e k l y  seminar to discuss the p r ogress of 
the group and to pre sent any p r o b l e m  areas for possible 
group solution. Each section also had a laboratory 
assistant, p r e f e r a b l y  a senior or graduate student 
of that d i s cipline who sat in on the class and who 
conducted a one - h o u r  lab session for five students each 
week. These a s s i s t a n t s  worked clo sely wit h the c l a s s ­
room teacher and were able to r e inforce what was taught 
within the class. In En g l i s h  and mathematics, p a r t i c u ­
larly, this added help proved invaluable as rewrites and
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reworking of problems were done with individual and 
p rofessional help c o o r dinated with the regular class- 
work .
I n d i vidual acade mic and voc a t i o n a l  counseling 
and testing sessions were held once a week to air 
problems and seek answers informally. Course 
objectives and m a t e r i a l  were, in the main, similar to the 
regular remedial courses, with the notable exception  
being, of course, the attempt to relate the core 
substantive m a t e r i a l  and p edagogy across the disciplines.
The extra course ou tside the Core Pro g r a m  was to 
provide exp e r i e n c e  outside the pr o g r a m  and within 
the student's major field of interest in the University.
It is i n t e resting to note that most students in the 
Core P r o g r a m  wo r k e d  from 11-15 hours per w e e k  in the College 
Work Study P r o g r a m  for financial aid to attend the 
U n i v e r s i t y .
SOURCES OF DATA
The sources of data used in this study were lists 
of Am e r i c a n  College Test (ACT) scores; the files of the 
Registrar's Office, A d m i s s i o n s  Office, F reshman Division; 
and the rec ords of the i n d ividual i n s t ructors at the 
Uni v e r s i t y  of S o u t h w e s t e r n  Louisiana. Those students 
who were r e quired to take remedial courses wer e identified 
by their ACT scores and records on file in the R e g i strar's  
Office and the F r e s h m a n  Division. Final grades earned
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by these students were obtained from the official 
school records and the records of individual instructor's 
on file in the R e g i s t r a r ' s  Office.
TRE A T M E N T  OF DATA
The stude nts involved in this study were 
enrolled at the U n i v e r s i t y  of Southwestern Louisiana in 
the Fall of 1974 for the first time and were grouped 
as follows:
1. Group A con s i s t e d  of 45 students
who took a one semester "Core Program" consisting 
of English 90, M a t h e m a t i c s  90, Rea ding 90, and Speech 
90, and received cou n s e l i n g  and tutoring.
2. Group B con s i s t e d  of 50 students randomly
selected who wer e required to take M a t h e m a t i c s  90
and English 90 for one semester.
3. Group C consisted of 50 students randomly 
selected who received no remedial courses and who 
took M a t h e m a t i c s  101 and E nglish 101.
The data were subjected to a _t test to determine 
whether any s i g n ificant differences wer e evident with 
respect to grade achievement:
1. In En g l i s h  90 between students in Group A 
and students in Group B;
2. In M a t h e m a t i c s  90 be tween students in
Group A and students in Group B;
3. In E n g l i s h  101 bet w e e n  students in Group A
and students in Group B;
4. In M a t h e m a t i c s  101 bet ween students in 
Group A and students in Group B;
5. First semester GPA between students in 
Group A and students in Group B;
6. Second semester GPA bet ween students in 
Group A and students in Group B;
7. Third semester GPA b etween students in 
Group A and students in Group B;
8. Fo u r t h  semester GPA b etween students in 
Group A and students in Group B;
9. C u m u l a t i v e  GPA after two semesters between 
students in Group A and students in Group B;
10. Cum u l a t i v e  GPA after three seme sters 
between students in Group A and stude nts in 
Group B; and
11. C u m u l a t i v e  GPA after four semesters b etween  
students in Group A and students in Group B.
The data were subjected to analysis of 
covariance to de t e r m i n e  w hether any significant 
differences were evi dent with respect to grade 
a c h i e v e m e n t ;
1. First semester GPA between students in 
Group A and students in Group C;
2 .
Group B and 
3.
Group A and
4 .
Group B and
5 .
Group A and
6 .
Group B and 
7 .
Group A and 
8.
Group B and 
9 .
students in 
10.
students in 
11.
students in 
12 .
students in 
13.
students in 
14 .
students in
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First semester GPA between students in 
students in Group C;
Second semester GPA between students in 
students in Group C;
Second semester GPA bet ween students in 
students in Group C;
Third semester GPA between students in 
students in Group C;
Third semester GPA bet ween students in 
students in Group C;
Fourth semester GPA bet ween students in 
students in Group C;
Fourth semester GPA b etween students in 
students in Group C;
C u m u lative GPA after two semesters between 
Group A and students in Group C;
C u m u lative GPA after two semesters between 
Group B and students in Group C;
Cumulative GPA after three semesters between 
Group A and students in Group C;
C u m u lative GPA after three semesters between 
Group B and students in Group C;
Cum u l a t i v e  GPA after four seme sters between 
Group A and students in Group C; and 
C u m ulative GPA after four semesters between 
Group B and students in Group C.
The data were also analyzed on a percentage 
basis to determine the retention rates with respect 
to the students in each of the G r o u p s — A, B, and C.
Chapter A 
P R E S E N T A T I O N  AND ANALYSIS OF DATA
This study was designed to compare two a p p roaches 
to teaching l ow-achieving students at the col lege level.
It also compared the remed ial students with randomly 
selected, non - r e m e d i a l  students at the U n i v e r s i t y  of S o u t h ­
we s t e r n  Louisiana. Three groups of students p a r t i c i p a t e d  
in this study: Group A consisted of remedial students
who took English 90, M a t h e m a t i c s  90, Reading 90, and 
Speech 90, and received c o u n seling and tutoring. Group B 
consisted of remedial students who took E nglish 90 and 
M a t h e m a t i c s  90. Group C c o n sisted of students who received 
no remedial courses and who took M a t h e m a t i c s  101 and 
E nglish 101. The total p o p u l a t i o n  of the study was 145 
students. These students were d ivided acc ordingly:
Group A-45 students; Group B-50 students; and Group C- 
50 students. The above Groups were studied for four 
semesters (Fall, 1974, through the Spring, 1976).
The r e mainder of this c hapter is d evoted to the 
p r e s e n t a t i o n  of data concerning the s t a t i s t i c a l  r e l a t i o n ­
ship among the three Groups —  A, B, and C. A j: test 
at the .05 level of s i g n i ficance was used in testing the 
null hypot hesis.
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GRADES EARNED  
Tables 1 thr ough 4 reflect the d i s t r i b u t i o n  
and com p a r i s o n  of letter grades earned by students in 
Group A and Group B in English 90, E nglish 101, 
Math e m a t i c s  90, and M a t h e m a t i c s  101.
In Table 1 the h y p o t h e s i s  that no significant 
differences o c curred reg a r d i n g  grade d i s t r i b u t i o n  in 
English 90 b e t w e e n  Groups A and B was rejected at the 
.05 level of confi dence. The computed critical ratio 
value was so large that it ex c e e d e d  table va lue at 
even the .01 level of confidence.
The mean grade earned by students in Group A is 
1.91 as co m p a r e d  to 1.24 for students in Group B. 
T w e n t y - n i n e  students (64.5 percent) in Group A earned 
a grade of "C" or higher as compared to 19 stude nts 
(38.0 percent) in Group B. A n o t h e r  int e r e s t i n g  point 
is that one stu dent (2.2 percent) in Group A w i t h d r e w  
from E nglish 90 as c o mpared to nin e students (18.0 
percent) in Group B. Group A also showed a lower failure 
rate, 11.1 p ercent (five students) as c ompared to 26.0 
percent (13 students) in Group B. Group A showed 
superior grade a c h i e v e m e n t  as c o mpared to Group B; 
however, mean grade point ave r a g e s  for Groups A and B 
are less than 2.0 for En g l i s h  90.
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Table 1
Distribution of Grades of Students in Group A
and Group B Enrolled in English 90
GROUP A GROUP B
GRADE N U M B E R P ERCENT NU M B E R PERCENT
A 4 8.9 0 0.0
B 8 17.8 4 8.0
C 17 37.8 15 30.0
D 10 22.2 9 18.0
F 5 11.1 13 26.0
W 1 2.2 9 18.0
N = 45 N = 50
*Mean = 1.91 Mean = 1.24
Mean and number exc l u d e  W grades. A four- 
point gra ding system was used: A = 4.0, B = 3.0,
C - 2.0, D - 1.0, F = 0.0.
In Table 2 the h y p o t h e s i s  that no significant 
differences o ccurred r e g a r d i n g  grade d i s t r i b u t i o n  in 
Mat h e m a t i c s  90 bet w e e n  Gr oup A and B was rejected at the 
.05 level of confidence. The computed critical ratio 
value was so large that it e xceeded table value at 
even the .01 level of confidence.
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Table 2
Distribution of Grades of Students in Group A
and Group B Enrolled in Mathematics 90
GROUP A GROUP B
GRADE N U M B E R PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT
A 9 20.0 1 2.0
B 8 17.8 0 0.0
C 22 48.9 9 18.0
D 0 0.0 13 26.0
F 5 11.1 22 44.0
W 1 2.2 5 10.0
N = 45 N = 50
*Mean = 2.36 Mean = 0.78
Me a n  and nu m b e r  exclude W grades. A four- 
point grading s y s t e m  was used: A = 4.0, B = 3.0,
C = 2.0, D = 1.0, F = 0.0.
In Table 3 the h y p o t h e s i s  that no significant  
differences o c curred reg a r d i n g  grade d i s t r i b u t i o n  in 
English 101 b e t w e e n  Groups A and B was rejected at the 
.05 level of confi dence. The c omputed criti cal ratio 
value was so large that it e xceeded table value at 
even the .01 level of confidence. Tables 1, 2, and 3 
indicate that the p e r f o r m a n c e  of Group A was s uperior to 
Group B.
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Table 3
Distribution of Grades of Students in Group A
and Group B Enrolled in English 101
GROUP A GROUP B
GRADE N U M B E R P ERCENT NUMBER PERCENT
A 6 15.0 1 2.9
B 14 35.0 3 8.8
C 11 27.5 9 26.5
D 3 7.5 8 23.5
F 3 7.5 6 17.7
W 3
N = 40 
*Mean = 2.49
7.5 7
N = 34 
M e a n  = 1.37
20.6
point 
C = 2.
*
Me a n  and number 
grading sy s t e m  was 
0, D = 1.0, F = 0.
exclude 
u s e d : 
0.
W grades. A four 
A = 4.0, B - 3.0,
-
In Table 4 the hypothesis that no significant
d i f f erences oc c u r r e d  reg a r d i n g  grade d i s t r i b u t i o n  in 
M a t h e m a t i c s  101 b e t w e e n  Groups A and B was rejected at 
the .05 level of confidence. Table 4 indicates that 
the per f o r m a n c e  of Group B in M a t h e m a t i c s  101 was 
superior to Group A.
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Table 4
Distribution of Grades of Students in Group A
and Group B Enrolled in Mathematics 101
GROUP A GROUP B
GRADE NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT
A 1 2.5 1 3.7
B 4 10.0 4 14.8
C 4 10.0 2 7.4
D 11 27 . 5 7 25. 9
F 17 42.5 7 25.9
W 3 7.5 6 15.0
N = 40 N = 27
*Mean = 0.95 Me a n = 1.29
M e a n  and number excluded W grades. A  four- 
point grading system was used: A = 4.0, B = 3.0,
C = 2.0, D = 1.0, F = 0.0.
Students in Groups A and B showed low grade 
a c h i e v e m e n t  in M a t h e m a t i c s  101. Only nine students 
(22.5 percent) in Group A earned a grade of "C" or 
higher as compared to seven students (25.9 percent) for 
Group B. Twenty students (50 percent) in Group A 
either failed or w i t h d r e w  as compared to 13 students 
(40.9 percent) in Group B.
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S EMESTER GRADE POINT AVERAGE
Tables 5 through 9 reflect the d i s t r i b u t i o n  
of mean semester grade point averages earned by 
students in Group A and Group B after one, two, three, 
and four semesters at the Uni v e r s i t y  of S o u t h w e s t e r n  
Louis i a n a .
Table 5 gives a comparison of me a n  grade point  
average between Group A and Group B after one, two, 
three, and four semesters. It also shows the nu m b e r  and 
p e r centage of students remaining in school after one, two, 
three, and four semesters. This table ill u s t r a t e s  a 
gradual decline in the mean semester grade point ave rage 
and a gradual decline in the number of students enrolled 
from 45 in the first semester to 30 at the end of the 
fourth semester for Group A. Group B showed a gr eater 
decline from 50 in the first semester to 20 at the end 
of the fourth semester. In mean grade point average,
Group A showed a gradual decline from 2.45 at the end 
of the first semester to 1.51 at the end of the four th 
semester. However, Group B showed a gra dual increase 
from 1.25 at the end of the first semester to an increase 
of 1.65 at the end of the fourth semester.
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Table 5
Distribution of Mean Semester Grade Point Average
of Students in Group A and Group B after
One, Two, Three, and Four Semesters
GROUP A GROUP B
SE MESTER MG P A N P ERCENT MG P A N PE R C E N T
One (Fall, 
1974) 2.45 45 100 1.25 50 100
Two (Spring, 
1975) 1. 70 43 96 1.42 39 78
Three (Fall, 
1975) 1.53 37 82 1.53 20 40
Four (Spring, 
1976) 1.51 30 67 1.65 20 40
Tables 6 and 7 reflect mean grade point averages
for Group A and Group B for the first and second 
seme sters at the Uni v e r s i t y  of S o u t h w e s t e r n  Louisiana.  
From the tables and the s t a t istical comparison, Group A's 
p e r f o r m a n c e  was superior to that of Group B for the first 
and second semesters. This trend is rev e r s e d  for the 
fourth semester (Table 9). The semes ter mean grade point 
averages are the same for the third semester (Table 8).
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In Table 6 the hyp o t h e s i s  that no significant 
d i f f erences o c curred r e garding grade point averages after 
the first semester b etween Groups A and B in this 
study was rejected at the .05 level of confidence. The 
computed critical ratio va lue was so large that it 
exceeded table value at even the .01 level of confidence. 
The advantage was in favor of Group A.
Table 6
D i s t r i b u t i o n  of Me a n  Grade Point Ave r a g e  of 
Stude nts in Group A and Group B after 
the First S emester (Fall, 1974)
GROUP A GROUP B
Number of Students 45 Nu m b e r  of Students 50
Pe r centage 100 P e r c e n t a g e 100
Mean Grade Point Me a n  Grade Point
Average 2.45 Av e r a g e 1.25
Standard D e v i a t i o n .57 S tandard D e v i a t i o n . 79
In Table 7 the h y p o t h e s i s that no significant
differences oc c u r r e d  r e g a r d i n g  grade point a verage after 
the second semester b e t w e e n  Group A and B in this study 
was rejected at the .05 level of confidence. The computed 
critical ratio value was so large that it e x ceeded table 
value at even the .01 level of confidence.
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Table 7
D i s t r i b u t i o n  of M e a n  Grade Point Av e r a g e  of 
Students in Group A and Group B after 
the Second Semester (Spring, 1975)
GROUP A GROUP B
Number of Students 43 Number of Students 39
P ercentage 96 Per c e n t a g e 78
Mean Grade Point Me a n  Grade Point 1.42
Average 1. 70 Average
Standard D e v i a t i o n .62 Standard Dev i a t i o n .43
In Table 8 the h y p o t h e s i s  that no significant
differences oc c u r r e d  b e t w e e n  Group A and Group B was 
accepted. The M G P A  for Group A and Group B are identical, 
however, the p e r c e n t a g e  of students remaining in college 
after three s e m esters is over twice as large for Group A 
(82 percent) as c o mpared to Group B (40 percent). The 
weaker students in the n o n - s t r u c t u r e d  r emedial pro g r a m 
(Group B) dr opped out of college, whe r e a s  the weaker 
students in the s t r u c t u r e d  rem e d i a l  p r o g r a m  (Group A) 
remained in college.
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Ta ble 8
D i s t r i b u t i o n  of Mean Grade Point Ave r a g e  of 
Students in Group A and Group B after 
the Third Semester (Fall, 1975)
GROUP A
Number of Students 37
Per c e n t a g e  82
Mean Grade Point
A verage 1.53
Standard D e v i a t i o n  .35
GROUP B
N umber of Students 20
P e r c e n t a g e  40
Me a n  Grade Point
A ve r a g e  1.53
Standard D e v i a t i o n  .20
In Table 9 the h y p o t h e s i s  that no significant 
differences oc c u r r e d  b e t w e e n  Group A and Group B was a c ­
cepted. However, it is i n t e r e s t i n g  to note that the M G P A  
for Group B is larg er than the M G P A  for Group A for the 
fourth semester.
Table 9
D i s t r i b u t i o n  of Mean Grade Point A v e r a g e  of 
Students in Group A and Group B after 
the Fourth Semester (Spring, 1976)
GROUP A
Number of S t udents 30
P er c e n t a g e  67
Mean Grade Point
A v e r a g e  1.51
Standard D e v i a t i o n  .35
GROUP B
Number of Students 20
P e r c e n t a g e  40
M e a n  Grade Point
Av e r a g e  1.65
Standard D e v i a t i o n  .58
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C U M U L A T I V E  GRADE POINT AVERAGE 
Tables 10 through 13 reflect the dist r i b u t i o n  
of mean c u m ulative grade point averages earned by 
students in Group A and Group B after two, three, and 
four semesters.
In Table 10 Group A shows a slight decrease in 
mean c u m ulative grade point average from the second 
to the fourth semester and Group B shows an increase in 
mean c u m u lative grade point average from the second 
semester to the third semester. It is interesting 
to note, al t h o u g h  Group A shows a slight decrease 
in cumulative grade point average, it has remained 
above the 2.0 m a r k  after four semesters in college.
Group B shows a slight increase in cumulative grade 
point average, however, this group has not reached the 
2.0 mark after four semesters in college.
Group A shows a slight decline in enr o l l m e n t  from 
96 per cent (43 students) to 67 percent (30 students) at 
the end of the fourth semester. Group B shows a greater 
decline in enr o l l m e n t  from 78 percent (39 students) to 
40 percent (20 students) at the end of the fourth 
semes t e r .
A3
Table 10
D i s t r i b u t i o n  of Me a n  Cumulative Grade Point A verage
of Students in Group A and Group B after
Two, Three, and Four Semesters
GROUP A GROUP B
SEMESTER M G P A N PERCENT MGPA N P ERCENT
Two (Spring, 
1975) 2 . 18 43 96 1.46 39 78
Three (Fall, 
1975) 2.17 37 82 1.90 20 40
Four (Spring, 
1976) 2.04 30 67 1.89 20 40
In Table 11 the hyp o t h e s i s  that no significant
d i f f erences oc c u r r e d  b etween Group A and Group B in 
cumulative grade point average was rejected at the .05 
level of confidence. The computed critical ratio 
value was so large that it e xceeded table value 
at even the .01 level of confidence. Table 11 indi cates 
that the p e r f o r m a n c e  of Group A was superior to Group B. 
Group A has a me a n  cumulative grade point ave rage of 
2.18 and Group B has a mea n cumulative grade point 
average of only 1.46 after two semesters in college.
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Table 11
D i s t r i b u t i o n  of Me a n  C u m ulative Grade Point Ave r a g e  
of Students in Group A and Group B after 
Two Semesters (Fall, 1974 Through 
Spring, 1975)
GROUP A GROUP B
Number of Students 43 N umber of Students 39
Percentage 96 P e r centage 78
Mean Grade Point 
Average 2.18
M e a n  Grade Point 
Average 1.46
Standard D e v i a t i o n .47 Standard D e viation .57
In Table 12 the h y p o t h e s i s  that no significant
d i f f erences o ccurred b etween Group A and Group B in 
c umulative grade point average was rejected at the .05 
level of confidence. The a d v antage was in favor of 
Group A. Group A has a mean cumulative grade point 
average of 2.17 after three semesters and Group B has 
a mea n c u m u l a t i v e  grade point average of only 1.90 after 
three semesters, however, the per c e n t a g e  of students 
re maining in c ollege after three semesters is over twice 
as large for Gr oup A (82 percent) as compared to Group B 
(40 p e r c e n t ) .
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Table 12
D i s t r i b u t i o n  of Mean Cumulative Grade Point Ave r a g e  
of Students in Group A and Group B after Three 
Semesters (Fall, 1974 Through Fall, 1975)
GROUP A GR OUP B
Number of Stude nts 37 Number of Students 20
Percentage 82 Per c e n t a g e 40
Mean Grade Point 
Average 2.17
Me a n  Gr ade Point 
Average 1.90
Standard De v i a t i o n .25 Standard D e v i a t i o n . 35
In Table 13 the hypothesis that no s i g n i f i c a n t
di f f erences o ccurred between Group A and Group B was
accepted. However, Group A shows a slightly hi g h e r  grade
point average than Group B. Group A m a i n t a i n e d  a
c u m ulative grade point average of gre ater than 2.0 for 
the first four semesters in college. Group B has a 
cu m ulative grade point average of less than 2.0 for the 
first four semesters in college. Group A has a mean 
grade point average of 2.04 for the fourth s emester as 
compared to a mean grade point average of 1.89 for 
Group B. Group A also showed a higher r e t e n t i o n  rate 
(82 percent) as compared to Group B (40 percent).
46
Table 13
D i s t r i b u t i o n  of Mean Cumulative Grade Point A v e r a g e  
of Students in Group A and Group B after 
Four Semesters (Fall, 1974 Through 
Spring, 1976)
GROUP A GROUP B
N u m b e r  of Students 30 Number of Students 20
P e r c e n t a g e 67 Per c e n t a g e 40
M e a n  Grade Point 
Average 2.04
M e a n  Grade Point 
Average 1.89
Standard D e v i a t i o n .58 Standard D e v i a t i o n . 71
Tables 14 through 16 reflect the d i s t r i b u t i o n  and
c o m p a r i s o n  of mean semester grade point a verage among 
Groups A, B, and C after one, two, three, and four 
s e m e s t e r s .
Table 14 gives a d i s t r i b u t i o n  of mean s emester 
grade point a v erages of students for remedial Gr o u p s  A 
and B and n o n - r e m e d i a l  Group C. Group C ea r n e d  a higher 
me a n  s emester grade point average than r e medial Groups A 
and B, except for the first semester in w h i c h  Group A 
shows a slightly higher mean grade point a verage than 
Group C. Group A shows a steady decline in m e a n  semester 
grade point average, whe r e a s  remedial Group B and non- 
r e medial Group C show steady increases in me a n  semester
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grade point averages, except for the fourth semester 
in which Group C shows a slight decline. The trends in d i ­
cate a gra dual decrease in grade point average for Group A 
and a higher r e tention rate (67 percent), w h e r e a s  the 
trend for Group B is a gradual increase in grade point 
average and a low ret e n t i o n  rate (40 p e r c e n t ) . As can be 
noted, Group A has a lower grade point average for the 
fourth semester than Group B. However, the r e t e n t i o n  rate 
is higher for Group A than Group B.
Table 14
D i s t r i b u t i o n  of M e a n  Semester Grade Point A v e r a g e  
of Students in Group A, Group B, and Group C 
after One, Two, Three, and Four S e mesters 
(Fall, 1974 T hrough Spring, 1976)
GROUP A GROUP B GROUP C
SEM E S T E R M G P A N MG P A N M G P A N
One (Fall, 
1974) 2.45 45 1.25 50 2.41 50
Two (Spring, 
1975) 1. 70 43 1.42 39 2.50 43
Three (Fall, 
1975) 1.53 37 1.53 20 2.72 32
Four (Spring, 
1976) 1.51 30 1.65 20 2.66 37
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In Table 15 the hyp o t h e s i s  that no significant 
differences occurred between Group A and Group C was 
accepted for the first semester. However, the hypothesis 
that no s i g n ificant differences o c curred be t w e e n  Group A 
and Group C after the second, third, and fourth 
semesters was r ejected at the .05 level of confidence 
w h e n  the s t a t i s t i c a l  method, analysis of covariance, 
was applied to the data.
Table 15
D i s t r i b u t i o n  of M e a n  D i f f e r e n c e  in Semester 
Grade Point Av e r a g e  Between Gr oup A 
and Group B after One, Two, Three, 
and Four Seme sters
GROUP A GROUP B
SEMESTER M G P A N SD M G P A N SD
MEAN
D I F F E R E N C E
One (Fall, 
1974) 2.45 45 .57 2 . 41 50 . 75 + .04
Two (Spring, 
1975) 1. 70 43 .62 2.50 43 .49 -.80
Three (Fall, 
1976) 1.53 37 . 35 2.72 32 .72 -.19
Four (Spring, 
1976) 1.51 30 . 35 2 .55 37 .56 -.15
In Table 16 the h y p o t h e s i s  that no significant 
diff e r e n c e s  o c curred be t w e e n  Group B and Group C after 
one, two, three, and four semesters was r ejected at the
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.05 level of confidence when the statistical method, 
analysis of covariance, was app lied to the data.
Table 16
D i s t r i b u t i o n  of Mean Dif f e r e n c e  in Semester 
Grade Point A verage Between Group B
and Group C 
and
after One, Two 
Four Seme sters
, Three,
GROUP B GROUP C
SEMESTER M G P A  N SD M G P A N SD
MEA N
DIFFERENCE
One (Fall, 
1974) 1.25 50 . 79 2.41 50 . 75 -0.16
Two (Spring, 
1975) 1.42 39 .43 2.50 43 .49 -1.08
Three (Fall, 
1976) 1.53 20 .20 2. 72 32 .72 -1. 19
Four (Spring, 
1976) 1.65 20 .58 2.66 37 .56 -1.01
Tables 17 through 19 ref lect the di s t r i b u t i o n
and comparison of mean cu m ulative grade point averages
among Groups A , B, and C after two, three, and four
s e m e s t e r s .
Table 17 gives a d i s t r i b u t i o n  of me a n  cumulative 
grade point average of students in re m e d i a l  Groups A and 
B and n o n - r e m e d i a l  Group C. Group C shows a higher mean 
cumulative grade point average than r e medial Groups 
A and B. Group A shows a slight decline in mean
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cumulative grade point average. Group B shows the 
opposite; i.e., a slight increase in mean cu mulative 
grade point average in the third semester and a slight 
decrease in mean cumulative grade point average for the 
fourth semester. N o n - r e m e d i a l  Group C shows a slight 
increase in the third semester and a slight decrease in 
the fourth semester. Group C shows a higher mean 
cu mulative grade point ave r a g e  than the remedial Groups 
A and B.
Table 17
D i s t r i b u t i o n  of Mean C u m u l a t i v e  Grade Point Ave r a g e  
Among Group A, Group B, and Group C after 
Two, Three, and Four Semesters (Fall,
1974 T h r o u g h  Spring, 1976)
GROUP A GROUP B GROUP C
SEMESTER M G P A  N M G P A  N M G P A  N
Two (Spring,
1975) 2.18 43 1.46 39 2.63 43
Three (Fall,
1975) 2.17 37 1.80 20 2.80 32
Four (Spring,
1976) 2.04 30 1.89 20 2.77 37
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In Table 18 the hypothesis that no significant 
differences occurred in mean cum ulative grade point 
average between Group A and Group C after two, three, 
and four semesters was rejected at the .05 level of 
confidence when the sta t i s t i c a l  method, analysis of 
covariance, was applied to the data.
Table 18
D i s t r i b u t i o n  of Mean C u m ulative Grade Point Average 
Between Group A and Group C after Two, Three, 
and Four Semesters
GROUP A GROUP C
SEMESTER M G P A N SD MG P A N SD
MEAN
D I F F ERENCE
Two (Spring, 
1975) 2.18 43 .62 2.63 43 .28 -.45
Three (Fall, 
1975) 2.17 37 . 35 2.80 32 .27 -.63
Four (Spring, 
1976) 2.04 30 . 35 2.77 37 .58 -.73
In Table 19 the h y p o t h e s i s  that no s i g n ificant
differences occ u r r e d  in mean cum u l a t i v e  grade point average 
between Group B and Group C after two, three, and four 
semesters was re j e c t e d  at the .05 level of c o n fidence wh e n  
the s t a t istical method, analysis of covar iance, was applied 
to the data.
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The mean dif f e r e n c e  in mean cumulative grade point 
average after two semesters between Group B and Group C 
is -1.17. The mean dif f e r e n c e  decreased slightly to 
-0.90 after three semesters and to -0.88 after four 
semesters. Gr oup C show ed superior grade achievement.
Table 19
D i s t r i b u t i o n  of Me a n  Cum u l a t i v e  Grade Point Average 
Between Group B and Group C after Two, Three,
and Four Semesters
GROUP B GROUP C
SEMESTER M G P A N SD MG P A N SD
MEAN
D I F F E R E N C E
Two (Spring, 
1975) 1.46 39 .43 2.63 43 .28 -1.17
Three (Fall, 
1975) 1.90 20 .20 2.80 32 .27 -0.90
Four (Spring, 
1976) 1. 89 20 .58 2.77 37 .58 -0.88
R E T E N T I O N  RATE
Table 20 r e flects the d i s t r i b u t i o n of students
on a per c e n t a g e  basis rem a i n i n g  in school at the
Uni v e r s i t y  of S o u t h w e s t e r n  L o u i s i a n a  from the Fall, 1974,
through the Spring, 1976.
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Table 20 shows a gradual decline in students 
enrolled in school from the Fall, 1974, through the Spring 
of 1976 in Groups A, B, and C. Group B showed the 
greater d ecline from 50 students in the Fall, 1974, to 
20 students at the end of the Spring, 1976. This 
represents a 60 percent decline or 40 percent retention.
Table 20
D i s t r i b u t i o n  of the Number and P e r c e n t a g e  of Students 
R e maining in School from 1974 Th r o u g h  1976
GR O U P  A GROUP B GROUP C
SEMESTER N PERCENT N PERCENT N P ERCENT
One (Fall, 
1974) 45 100 50 100 50 100
Two (Spring, 
1975) 43 96 39 78 43 86
Three (Fall, 
1975) 37 82 20 40 32 64
Four (Spring, 
1976) 30 67 20 40 37 74
Group A and Gr oup C wer e similar. Group A dec l i n e d  from
45 students in the Fall, 1974 to 30 students at the end 
of the Spring, 1976. This rep r e s e n t s  a 34 pe r c e n t  decline 
or 67 percent r e t e n t i o n  at the end of Spring Semester,
1976. Group C dec l i n e d  from 50 students in the Fall 
Semester, 1974 to 37 students at the end of the Spring
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Semester, 1976. This represents a 26 percent decline 
or 74 percent ret e n t i o n  at the end of the Spring 
Semester, 1976.
Chapter 5
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S
The purpose of this study was to compare two
a p p r oacnes to t e a c n m g  iow-ac 
college level at the Universi 
Louisiana. To acc o m p l i s h  the 
students were assigned to thr 
sisted of 45 students enrolle 
A m e r i c a n  College Test scores 
90, Reading 90, and Speech 90 
students who we r e  required on 
A m e r i c a n  College Test scores 
and M a t h e m a t i c s  90. Group C 
who scheduled M a t h e m a t i c s  101 
their ACT scores indi cated re 
To further accomplish 
grades earned by all three gr 
data wer e a n alyzed by _t tests 
tion rate also being subjecte 
The .05 level of significance 
h y p o t h e s e s .
eving scuaencs a 
ty of S o u t h w e s t e r n  
purpose of this study, the 
ee groups. Group A con- 
d on the basis of their 
in M a t h e m a t i c s  90, English 
Group B c o n s i s t e d  of 50 
the basis of their 
to enroll in E n g l i s h  90 
consisted of 50 students 
and En g l i s h  101 because 
gular college level courses.
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SUMMARY
The following findings p ertain to academic 
a c h i evement in English 90, M a t h e m a t i c s  90, English 101, 
and M a t h e m a t i c s  101 b etween students in Group A and Group 
B under c o n s i d e r a t i o n  in this study at the U n i v e r s i t y  of 
S o u t h w e s t e r n  Louisiana. The h y p o t h e s i s  that no s i g n i f i ­
cant d i f f erences occurred b etween Gr oup A and Group B 
was rejected at the .05 level of confid ence, indicating 
that diff e r e n c e s  did occur with regard to academic 
achi e v e m e n t  b e t w e e n  the two remedial groups of students.
The c o mputed c ritical ratio value was so large that it 
exceeded table value at even the .01 level of confidence 
in English 90, M a t h e m a t i c s  90, and E nglish 101. This 
rather p r o n o u n c e d  dif f e r e n c e  showed superior p e r f o r m a n c e  
by Group A, the Core Group.
Si g n ificant differences o ccurred b e t w e e n  Group A 
and Group B w i t h  regard to grade a c h i e v e m e n t  in M a t h e m a t i c s  
101. On the basis of c o m parison of me a n  grades, the 
d i f f e r e n c e  was in favor of Group B.
The following findings p e r t a i n  to a c h i e v e m e n t  of 
semester grade point averages after one, two, three, and 
four semesters at the U n i v e r s i t y  of S o u t h w e s t e r n  L o u i s i a n a  
b e t w e e n  the two r e medial Groups, A and B.
The nul l hyp o t h e s i s  was a c c e p t e d  at the .01 level 
of c o n fidence wi t h  respect to ac a d e m i c  a c h i e v e m e n t  in
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semester grade point average between Group A and Group B 
for the first and second semester. In each case the 
difference favored Group A.
When Group A and Group B were compared for the
third and fourth semester, the hyp o t h e s i s  that no
significant d i f f erences occurred was accepted.
When Group A and Group B were c ompared with 
the n o n - r e m e d i a l  Group, C, with respect to grade 
achievement in semester grade point averages, significant 
differences occurred. In each case except for the first 
semester be t w e e n  Group A and Group C, the d i f f erence 
favored Group C. Group A showed a smaller d i f ference
when compared wi t h  Group C than did Group B.
The following findings pertain to a c h i e v e ­
ment of cumulative grade point averages after two, three,
and four semesters be t w e e n  Group A and Gr oup B.
The hyp o t h e s i s  that no s i g n ificant dif f e r e n c e s 
occurred b e t w e e n  Group A and Group B was rej e c t e d  at 
the .05 level for the second and third semesters. In
each case the dif f e r e n c e  fav ored Group A. The
h y p othesis that no significant d i f f e r e n c e s  occurred 
be t w e e n  Group B in the fourth semester was rejected 
at the .05 level of confidence.
When Gr oup A and Group B were co m p a r e d  wit h 
the n o n - r e m e d i a l  Group, C, wi t h  respect to grade 
a c h i evement in c u m ulative grade point averages,
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significant differences occurred. In each case the 
difference favored Group C. Group A showed a 
smaller difference when compared to Group C than 
did Group B.
Exa m i n a t i o n  of ret e n t i o n  rate after one, 
two, three, and four semesters at the Uni v e r s i t y  
of Southwestern Louisiana for the students in this 
study revealed that Group A and Group C showed 
similar t r e n d s . Group B showed marked differences.
The data were analyzed by the p e r c e n t a g e  analysis 
m e t h o d .
Students in Group A showed a 96 percent 
r etention rate at the end of the second semester, 
an 82 percent r e t ention rate at the end of the third 
semester, and a 67 percent r e t e n t i o n  rate at the end of 
the fourth semester. This compared ver y favorably with 
Group C which showed an 88 percent ret e n t i o n  rate at 
the end of second semester, a 64 percent r e tention rate 
at the end of the third semester, and a 74 percent
r e t ention rate at the end of the fourth semester.
Students in Group B f ollowed a different 
pattern. Students in Group B showed a 78 percent 
r e t ention rate at the end of the second semester, a
40 per cent ret e n t i o n  rate at the end of third semester,
and a 40 percent r e tention rate at the end of the 
fourth semester.
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The results seem to indicate that remedial 
students in a s t r uctured p r o g r a m  (Group A) followed 
essentially the same r e tention pattern as did the students 
in non-remedial Group C. Students in the n o n - s t r u c t u r e d  
pro gram (Group B) did not com pare favorably with non- 
remedial Group C.
C O N C L U S I O N S
The f o l lowing c o n c l u s i o n s  were dr awn on the basis 
of the findings of this study:
1. The e x p e c t a t i o n  for a c ademic success in 
remed ial courses is greater at the U n i v e r s i t y  of S o u t h ­
we s t e r n  L o u i s i a n a  for students in the s t r u c t u r e d  remedial 
program (Group A) than for students in the n o n - s t r u c t u r e d  
remedial p r o g r a m  (Group B ) .
2. The e x p e c t a t i o n  for academic success after one
and two semesters is gr e a t e r  for stude nts in the s t r uctured  
remedial p r o g r a m  than for students in the n o n - s t r u c t u r e d  
remedial program.
3. The e x p e c t a t i o n  for a c ademic success for both
the s t r uctured and n o n - s t r u c t u r e d  remedial students after
three and four sem e s t e r s  is a p p r o x i m a t e l y  the same.
However, the r e t e n t i o n  is mu c h  hi g h e r  for the students
in the str u c t u r e d  rem e d i a l  program.
4. Students in the n o n - r e m e d i a l  p r o g r a m  
showed superior grade a c h i e v e m e n t  after one, two,
60
three, and four seme sters to that of the students 
taking the r e medial programs. However, students in the 
structured remedial pr o g r a m  followed e s s e n t i a l l y  
the same ret e n t i o n  p attern as did students in the non- 
remedial program.
5. Students in the s t r uctured remedial pro g r a m
tend to show g reater ach i e v e m e n t  than students in
the n o n - s t r u c t u r e d  remedial program.
6. Students in the s t r uctured r e medial p r o g r a m
tend to have a greater r e t ention rate than students
in the n o n - s t r u c t u r e d  r emedial program.
7. A str u c t u r e d  remedial p r o g r a m  seems to be 
more e f f e c t i v e  than a n o n - s t r u c t u r e d  remedial program.
R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S
A major l i m i t a t i o n  existed in this study. This 
l im i t a t i o n  deals with the m o t i v a t i o n a l  factors of 
the r e medial students both i n t e r n a l l y  and externally. 
The writer, therefore, rec o m m e n d s  fu rther res e a r c h  
i n v olving m o t i v a t i o n a l  fac tors aff e c t i n g  the grade 
a c h i e v e m e n t  for remedial students.
A fo l l o w - u p  study should be made of the students 
of this study to d e t ermine if the findings and trends 
for the first four semesters are rel a t i v e l y  c o n sistent 
with the second four s e mesters in their degree pr o g r a m s
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Colle ges and universities with remedial  
programs should provide adequate funds for sound 
structured remedial assistance programs.
Colleges and u n i v e rsities that admit low- 
a c hieving students should offer structured remedial 
a ss i s t a n c e  programs to enhance the r e medial students' 
chances for success.
Instructors and counselors who teach low- 
ac h i e v i n g  students should be involved in p l a n n i n g  and 
op e ration of s t r uctured remedial a s s i s t a n c e  programs.
Since it is difficult to d e t e r m i n e  w h i c h  remedial 
student will be successful, the r e medial p r o g r a m  should 
be treated as an integral part of the u n i v e r s i t y  system 
serving all l o w - a c hieving students; and it should be 
treated with the same degree of dignity and respect 
as other programs.
S t r u c t u r e d  remedial pro g r a m s  are expensive.  
Therefore, colleges and u n i v e r s i t i e s  should p e r i o d i c a l l y  
e v aluate such programs as well as their c o m m i t m e n t s  
in the remedial area.
Colleges and uni v e r s i t i e s  that admit low- 
a c h i e v i n g  students and are c o n c e r n e d  about de c l i n i n g  
enr o l l m e n t  should examine the e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of structured 
r emedial ass i s t a n c e  programs.
SELECTED BIBL I O G R A P H Y
Astin, A. W. P r e dicting Ac a d e m i c  P e r f o r m a n c e  in 
C o l l e g e . New York: Free Press, 1971.
Austin, A l e x a n d e r  W. "Personal and E n v i r o n m e n t a l
Fac tors A s s o c i a t e d  wi t h  the College Dropouts Among 
High Aptitude Students," J ournal of Educational 
P s y c h o l o g y , 55:219-223, 1964.
Bassone, R. M. "Remedial E nglish Inst r u c t i o n  in
C a l ifornia Public Junior Colleges: An A n alysis and 
Eva l u a t i o n  of Current P r a c t i c e s , "  Sacramento: 
Ca l ifornia State D e p a r t m e n t  of E d u c a t i o n , 1966.
__________ . "A Strategy for C o u n t e r i n g  E d u c a t i o n a l
Disorder through the Junior College: R e medial 
Program," Clearing House, 43:364-7, February,
1969.
Bednar, R. L., and S. L. Weinberg. " I n g r e d i e n t s  of
Successful Treatment P r ograms for U n d e r a c h i e v e r s , "  
Jou rnal of C o u n seling P s y c h o l o g y , 17:1-7, 1970.
Berg, E. H., and D. Axtell. Pro g r a m s  for D i s a d v a n t a g e d  
Students in Cal i f o r n i a  Co m m u n i t y  C o l l e g e s .
Oakland: P eralta Junior College District, 1968. 
ERIC Document ED 026 032.
Blocker, C. E., and others. The Two Year College: A 
Social S y n t h e s i s . E n g l e w o o d  Cliffs, N. J.: 
P r e n t i c e - H a l l , 1965.
Borup, Jerry H. "The V a l i d i t y  of A m e r i c a n  College Test 
For Dis c e r n i n g  P o t e n t i a l  A c a d e m i c  Ach i e v e m e n t  
Levels: Ethnic and Sex G roup," Journal of E d u c a ­
tional R e s e a r c h , 65:3-6, September, 1971.
Brown, Robe rt D. "Effects of S t r u c t u r e d  and U n s t r u c t u r e d  
Group C o u n s e l i n g  with High- and Low- A n x i o u s  
College U n d e r a c h i e v e r s , "  J ournal of C o u nseling 
P s y c h o l o g y , 16:209-124, 1960.
Chase, Cl inton J. "The N o n - P e r s i s t i n g  U n i v e r s i t y  
Freshmen," The Journal of C ollege Students 
P e r s o n n e l , 9:165, May, 1968.
62
63
Clark, B. R. The O p en-Door C o l l e g e . New York: McGraw- 
Hill, 1960.
Cohlg, J. D. "Why Do They Leave College," School R e v i e w , 
71:330-336, 1963.
Cross, K. P. Ac c e n t  on Learning: Improving Instruction  
and R e s haping the C u r r i c u l u m . San Francisco: 
Jossey-Bass, 1976.
Davis, J. A., and others. The Impact of Special Services 
Programs in Higher Edu c a t i o n  for D i s a d v a n t a g e d 
S t u d e n t s . Princeton, N. J.: E d u c a t i o n a l  Testing 
Service, September, 1971. ERIC D o cument ED 
712 790.
Egerton, J. Hig h e r  E d u c a t i o n  for "High Risk" S t u d e n t s .
A t l a n t a , G e o r g i a : S o uthern E d u c a t i o n  F o u n d a t i o n ,
1968.
Elliott, Bob. "Varied Uses of Student Data at Baylor," 
Activity: A m e r i c a n  College Testing P r o g r a m ,
15:5, 1977.
Farquhar, F r e d e r i c k  G. "A C o m p r e h e n s i v e  Study of
M o t i v a t i o n a l  F actors U n d e r l y i n g  A c h i e v e m e n t  of 
11th Grade High School Students," Office of 
R e s e a r c h  and P u b l i cation, M i c h i g a n  State 
University, 1960,
Foster, James M., and David G. Danskin. "The A m erican
College Test (ACT) Tested Three Ways," P e r sonnel 
and Gu i d a n c e  Journal, 43:904-907, May, 1965.
Gordon, E. W . , and A. Jablonsky. C o m p e n s a t o r y  Edu c a t i o n  
in E q u a l i z a t i o n  of E d u c a t i o n a l  O p p o r t u n i t y . 
N a t i o n a l  C o n f e r e n c e  on Equal E d u c a t i o n a l 
O p p o r t u n i t y  in A m e r i c a n  Cities. S p onsored by 
the U. S. C o m m i s s i o n  on Civil Rights, November, 
1967.
__________ , and D. A. Wilkerson. C o m p e n s a t o r y  Education
for the D i s a d v a n t a g e d . New York: C ollege Entrance  
E x a m i n a t i o n  Board, 1966.
Harris, J. Gai n Scores on the C L E P : Ge n e r a l  E x a m i n a t i o n  
and an O v e r v i e w  of Research. Pa per p r e sented 
at the A m e r i c a n  E d u c a t i o n a l  R e s e a r c h  A s s o c i a t i o n  
A nnual Meeting, Min n e a p o l i s ,  March, 1970.
64
Kenderick, S. A., and C. L. Thomas. "Transition from High 
School to Coll ege," Review of E d u c ational R e s e a r c h , 
40:155-179, 1970.
King, Su. L o u i s i a n a  ACT Freshman Pro file D a t a . Baton
Rouge: State of L o uisiana Board of Regents, 1976.
Losak, J. "Do Re m e d i a l  Programs Really Work?" U n p u b l i s h e d  
Ph.D. dissertation, Uni v e r s i t y  of California,
1969.
Ludwig, L., and B. K. Gold. The D e v e l o p m e n t a l  Studies 
and T u t o r i a l  Programs: A Progress R e p o r t .
Los A n g e l e s  City College, April, 1969. ERIC 
Document ED 031 231.
Medsker, L. L. The Junior College: Progress and P r o s p e c t . 
N ew Y o r k : M c G r a w - H i l l , 1960.
Meister, M . , and A. Trauber. "Experiments in E x panding 
E d u c a t i o n a l  O p p o r t u n i t y  for the Disadvantaged: 
B r o n x - C o m m u n i t y  Coll ege," Phi Delta K a p p a n , 
46:340-342, March, 1965.
Moore, William, Jr. Against the O d d s . San Francisco: 
Jossey* Bass, Inc., Publi shers, 1970.
Munday, Leo. " C o r r e l a t i o n  Between ACT and Other
P r e d i c t o r s  of A c ademic Success in College,"
College and U n i v e r s i t y , 44:67-76. Fall, 1968.
Rossman, J. E., and others. Open A d m i s s i o n  at City
U n i v e r s i t y  of N e w  Y o r k . New Jersey: Pr e n t i c e -  
H a l l , Inc., 1975.
Roueche, J. E. Salvage, Redirection, or C u s t o d y ?
Washington, D.C.: Ame r i c a n  A s s o c i a t i o n  of 
Junior Colleges, 1968.
__________ , and R. W. Kirk. Catching Up: Rem e d i a l
E d u c a t i o n . San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, Inc., 
Publishers, 1974.
__________ , and J. J. Snow. Ove r c o m i n g  L earning P r o b l e m s .
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, Inc., Publishers,
1977.
Rummel, M a r i o n  L. "A C o m p a r i s o n  of Two A p p r o a c h e s  in 
T e a c h i n g  L o w - A c h i e v i n g  M a t h e m a t i c s  Students." 
U n p u b l i s h e d  Ph.D. dissertation, Lou i s i a n a  
State Uni v e r s i t y ,  1976.
65
Schenz, Robert F. "An I n v e s tigation of Junior College 
Co urses and Curricula for Students wit h Low 
Abi l i t y . "  Unpu b l i s h e d  Ph.D. dissertation, 
U n i v e r s i t y  of California, 1963.
Schiavone, James. "Persistent Problems in College
R e m e d i a t i o n , "  I n t e l l e c t , 101:493-495, Summer, 
1973.
Snyder, F., and C. E. Blocker. Per s i s t e n c e  of D e v e l o p ­
m e n t a l  S t u d e n t s . Harri sburg, Pa.: H a r r i s b u r g  
Area C o m m u n i t y  College, 1970. ERIC Document 
ED 042 438.
S u m m e r s k i l l s , J. D r opouts From C o l l e g e . In N. Sanford 
(ed.), New York: Wiley, 1962.
Thornton, J. W . , Jr. The C o mmunity C o l l e g e . Second 
edition. New York: Wiley, 1966.
VITA
James A. Caillier was born S e ptember 24, 1940 
in Lafayette, Louisiana. He attended e l e m e n t a r y  and 
high school in L a f a y e t t e  and was g r aduated in 1960.
He entered the U n i v e r s i t y  of S o u t h w e s t e r n  L o u i s i a n a  and 
received a B a chelor of Science degree in Secondary  
E d u cation in the Spring of 1964. In the Summer of 
1966 he entered Gra d u a t e  School at S outhern U n i v e r s i t y  
and earn ed the Ma s t e r  of Science in the T e a c h i n g  of 
C h emistry in August of 1968.
He was e m ployed as a high school sci ence and 
m a t h e m a t i c s  teacher from 1964 to 1967 in the Laf a y e t t e  
Parish School System. In 1968 he was p r o m o t e d  to 
c o o r d i n a t o r  of school and home act i v i t i e s  w h e r e  he 
served for two years. In 1970 he accepted a p o s i t i o n  
as D i r e c t o r  of Special Services at the U n i v e r s i t y  of 
S o u t h w e s t e r n  Louisiana. He is cur r e n t l y  serving as 
Dir e c t o r  of the Fre s h m a n  Div i s i o n  at the U n i v e r s i t y 
of S o u t h w e s t e r n  Louisiana, a p o s i t i o n  he has held 
since June 1976. He is mar r i e d  to G e r a l d i n e  E. R aphael 
C a illier and they have three children, Jennifer, Gerard, 
and Sylvia.
66
EXAMINATION AND THESIS REPORT
Candidate: James Allen Caillier
Major Field: Education
T itle  of Thesis: A Comparative Study of Two Approaches to Teaching Low-Achieving
Students at the College Level
Approved:
M ajor Professor and Chairman
Dean of the Graduate School
E X A M IN IN G  C O M M IT T E E :
Date of Examination: 
A p r i l  3 ,  1 9 7 8
